Von Aulock shares with Kraft a tendency to lay out the available evidence and let it speak for itself. This approach has the advantage of economy, but it also makes it difficult, even for one passingly familiar with the material, to put it all in perspective. For example, at Bria there are several types struck in the names of Septimius Severus, Julia Domna and Plautilla. In the headings each coin is only broadly dated within the termini of the individuals 'involved. Yet all these issues were produced under the strategos Apollonios, and it is universally acknowledged that coins of Plautilla cannot have been produced after A.D. 205; why not point out the likelihood that all these coins should be placed during her ascendancy?
This reconstruction may sound complicated to the non-numismatist; it took me about half a day to trace it when, presumably, von Aulock could simply have laid out the linkage that would have narrowed the absolute dates for all the coins involved. Some further aids would be helpful: a map, as none of the cities here surveyed leaps immediately to mind; and, most importantly of all, indices of types, countermarks and magistrates' names. These criticisms are really suggestions which would make the sound work of a good scholar more useful to the numismatist and more palatable to the historian or art historian. I am told that part 2 of this work is in press, and the editors of that work-or anyone who might wish to assemble von Aulock's Gesammelte Schriften-would perform an immense service to the scholarly community by indexing this and his other works.
WILLIAM E. METCALF What is lacking is a larger conceptual framework and an ability to place bilingual vases into the general picture of Attic vase production. This is true for the large vases of the Andokides workshop, but even more so for the diffuse production of bilingual cups which range over a number of well-known workshops including those of Nikosthenes, Menon and Hischylos, and painters such as Psiax, Oltos and Epiktetos. Discussions tend to move from vase to vase without an overall view or theme and are basically descriptive rather than analytical.
While dependent on the studies and lists of Sir John Beazley and, to a lesser extent, of H. Bloesch, Cohen does not advance their work but rather moves laterally. She fills in the Beazley lists with descriptions, but does not build upon them. Thus the extended discussion of the bilingual amphorae reaffirms (I hope finally) Beazley's ultimate judgment that the Lysippides Painter is not the Andokides Painter. In the study of cups, Cohen does not move beyond Beazley in any meaningful way.
In her discussions, particularly of the Lysippides Painter and the Andokides Painter, Cohen assumes that we have in our possession the entire production of these painters, although she obviously knows and elsewhere indicates that this is not the case. Having
